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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

1. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: please insert 
new titles for each section (e.g., Background, Summary, and Detailed Description). 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted 
on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant 
for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall 
have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the 
international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) of such 
treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 1-7 and 10 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. 
Patent No. 6,609,832 B2 to Forslow. 

As to claim 1, see e.g., figure 2 where a sender may be a mobile 16 and a 
receiver may be a node attached to the ISP 58 and where the communications 
network could be either the GPRS network 51 or the IP data network 56. As 
such, see figure 7 which shows applications flows as a video, audio, and 
conferencing application flow. Note in figure 7 that the QoS is mapped to the 
application flow. Thus the applications are subject to "optimization methods" 
based on the associated application flow. For example, the solution provides a 
bearer selection and quality of service parameter mapping layer which selects for 
each application flow at the IP layer the best suited one of a circuit-switched 


Application/Control Number: 09/802,621 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2663 

bearer and a packet switch bearer rather than using a multiplexer which would 
multiplex all the application flows together, see e.g., column 12, lines 1 1-24. The 
quality of service signaling protocol is RSVP also shown in figure 7 as part of the 
system control flow, e.g., see column 10, line 54 - column 12, line 10 and in 
particular column 12, lines 1-10. 

As to claim 2, see figure 7 where a description would be the type of 
application such as audio, video or conferencing. 

As to claim 3, QoS is optimized since a bearer section and quality of 
service parameter mapping layer is taught for each application flow, see e.g., 
column 12, lines 11-35. 

As to claims 4-5, RTP is taught which is real-time, see e.g., figure 7. 

As to claim 6-7, RSVP reserves the session at teach node as taught per the 
RSVP standard. In particular, the RSVP standard teaches a PATH, RESV, and 
RESVCONF message. 

As to claim 10, see similar rejection to claim 1. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 8-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,609,832 B2 to Forslow in view of "Definition of the Differentiated Services 
Field (DS) in the IIPv4 or Ipv6 Headers" to Nichols et al ("Nichols"). 
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In making a proper obviousness rejection under MPEP 706.02(j), the 
examiner will address the following four steps: 

a) the relevant teachings of the prior art relied upon, preferably with 
reference to the relevant column or page number(s) and line numbers 
where appropriate; 

b) the difference of differences in the claim(s) over the applied cited 
references; 

c) the proposed modification of the applied reference(s) necessary to 
arrive at the claimed subject matter; and 

d) an explanation why one skilled in the art at the time of the invention 
was made would have been motivated to make the proposed 
modification. 

As such to claims 8-9, for step (a) Forslow discloses the limitations in the 
parent claim. 

For step (b) Forslow is silent or deficient to the further limitation of 
supporting DiffServ or the like. In particular, Forslow discloses general QoS 
support and provides an example of RSVP. 

Nichols teaches the further recited limitation above at e.g., see the abstract. 

For step (c), the proposed modification of the above-applied reference(s) 
necessary to arrive at the claimed subject matter would be to modify Forslow by 
also using DiffServ. 

In order to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for step (d), three 
basic criteria must be met. The three criteria according to MPEP 706.02(j) are as 
follows: 

First there must be some suggestion or modification, either in the 
reference(s) themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or to combine the reference 
teachings. Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. Finally, 
the prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach or suggest all 
the claim limitations. 
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As such, for step (d) examiner notes that it would have been obvious to 
one skilled in the art prior to applicant's invention to include the further limitation 
supporting DifflServ or the like. In particular, the motivation for modifying the 
reference or to combine the reference teachings would be to provide QoS without 
maintaining a state for each node. In particular, Nichols cures the above-cited 
deficiency by providing a motivation found at e.g., the abstract. Second, there 
would be a reasonable expectation of success since both references support IP, 
e.g., see figure 7 of Forslow. Thus the references either in singular or in 
combination teach the above claim limitation(s). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Derrick W. Ferris whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
4225. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9 A.M. - 4:30 P.M. E.ST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chau Nguyen can be reached on (703) 308-5340. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Derrick W. Ferris 
Examiner 
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